TR e

1A .
?&{; Re: Questions regarding CAMx modeling for CSAPR [
N Tyler Fox  to: David Risley 10/13/2011 04:58 PM
avssstiassaasan (G Brian Timin, Norm Possiel, Richard Haeuber, Kirk Baker

From: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US
To David Risley/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cor Brian Timin/RTPAISEPA/USEEPA, Norm Possiel/RTPAISEPAUSEEPA, Richard

Thanks, David. Appreciate the heads up and we'll have Norm, Brian and Kirk respond as appropriate.

Tyler
David Risley Hi Tyler, I got a call today from Martin Luther wit... 10/13/2011 04:16:04 PM
From: David Risley/DC/USEPA/US
To: Tyler Fox'RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Ce: Norm Possiel/RTRP/USEPA/US@EPA, Brian Timin/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Richard
Haeuber/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 10/13/2011 04:16 PM
Subject: Questions regarding CAMx modeling for CSAPR
Hi Tyler,

| got a call today from Martin Luther with the Kentucky Division for Air Quality. He and other staff have
guestions about the CAMx modeling, specifically the source apportionment modeling, and IPM modeling
related to the final CSAPR. He didn't give me any additional context for the questions since | made it clear
from the beginning that | am not the CAMx or IPM expert. At Rick's suggestion, I'm referring him to you as
the CAMXx expert and Jeb as the IPM expert. We wanted to give you a heads up.

Thanks!
David

David Risley

Environmental Protection Specialist
EPA Clean Air Markets Division
Risley.David@epa.gov
202-343-9177





































































T e
dm{; Fw: Cost for CAIR-2
A Tylar Fox  1o: Richard Wayland 09/29/2008 04:15 PM
drtapbassassan 00 Norm Possiel, Brian Timin

From: Tyler FoX/RTP/USEPA/US
Tor Richard Wayland/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Ce: Norm Possie/RTPIUSEPA/USE@EPA, Brian Timin/RTPAISEPA/US@EPA

Sending this as background since not needed at present per my e-mail.
Chet

[ believe that Larry Kercher left you a voicemail here as well as Norm on the need for a cost estimate for
air quality modeling in support of a new "CAIR." As Norm summarizes below, there are a number of
factors that would influence our cost estimate so it does depend on aspects that are likely undefined as
this point in time.

The typical regulatory analysis would be in the $200-250k range (each for proposal and final rule so total
of $500k); however, the scope here is broader than typical modeling work since it involves supporting the
legal basis of the rule to define the trading region (or, if trading not an option, then the command-n-control
approach) with zero-out modeling or source apportionment. Thus, the costs could get up to the $350k
total.

We can certainly talk more with Brian and Norm so that we can try to get answers to the attached
questions and refine our estimates accordingly.

Thanks,
Tyler

-—-- Forwarded by Tyler Fox/RTRP/USEPA/US on 09/29/2008 03:54 PM -~

Norm :
Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US To Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
09/29/2008 03:52 PM cc Brian Timin/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Subject Cost for CAIR-2

Tyler,

As we discussed, Larry Kercher left me a voice message asking for a cost estimate for performing air
quality modeling to support a new "CAIR". Larry indicated that this might come up at a budget meeting

with OMB on Tuesday.
The costs for this depend on a number of factors, including:

- If the rule is to address transport relative to the 1997 O3 and PM2.5 NAAQS as well as the more recent
NAAQS, then we will need to do contribution modeling for multiple future years which correspond to the
attainment years for each NAAQS.

- For CAIR, our contribution modeling was based on State-by-State zero-out plus source apportionment
modeling for O3, but only zero-out modeling for PM2.5 since we did not have PM source apportionment
modeling tools available at that time (but we do now). Would the new CAIR modeling be based on only



source apportionment modeling for O3 and PM2.5, or would we also need to do the zero-out modeling for
both pollutants? Doing just source apportionment modeling would be less costly because the contribution
information can be obtained from far fewer runs than the individual State-by-State zero-out modeling.

- If we're going to address interstate contributions for the new (lower) O3 NAAQS, will we be asked to
mode! contributions in the West as well as in the East?

- Will there be a single control scenario (as in CAIR) or will we be asked to model the effects of multiple
control options (e.g., interstate trading vs intrastate trading vs no trading)?

For recent rules like O3 NAAQS, Loco/Marine, and SECA we sent approx 150 - 250K. This covers a
single base year, 1 to 2 future baselines, and several control cases. | would think that the costs of the
new CAIR could exceed this range, depending on the scope issues identified above.

Brian, please reply with comments or other information on this.

Tyler, L will let Larry know that you or Chet will get back to him on this.

Thanks,

Norm



Re: Fw: notes from yesterday |
Norm Possiel  to: Tyler Fox 10/24/2008 01:28 PM
Cc: Brian Timin

Erom: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US

To Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

G Brian Timin/RTRIUSEPAUS@EPA
Will do.

A few other points, FYI.

- | had a brief conversations with Doug yesterday to give him a "heads up” on the increased likelihood of
needing emissions-related support for a new CAIR. | told him I'd forward to him Tim's summary of the
conversation with Bill. 1 also discussed the potential Emissions/AQ modeling scope of a new CAIR with
the folks on the Emissions Modeling Team yesterday.....again as a "heads-up".

- | have counselled Tim on several occasions about the need and importance of Group Leader/ADD/DD
involvement in this and the need for a formal team structure and process.

- BTW, the thought of completing a full CAIR interstate contribution analysis for ozone and PM...along with
modeling alternative remedies....and being ready to present this to a new administration by the end of next
March (five months) is very scary....especially in light of other work already planned. On Monday, the
three of us can discuss how to proceed with defining options/alternatives/implications to present to Chet

Norm

Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US

vwrwrenoreree Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US

%@;p 10/24/2008 01:13 PM To Norm Possie/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
‘i.s ) c¢ Brian Timin/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

PRV Subject Re: Fw: notes from yesterdayl }

Agreed, | don't want to be subject to the contradicts that are inevitable with triangulated interactions and
also want to be sure that as you indicate we in AQMG determine the best technical means to address the
questions and then have the needed interactions to make a final decision.

Please schedule a meeting for the three of us and | can talk with Doug afterwards or separately to see
where he is here.

Thanks,

Tyler

Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US wrote on 10/24/2008 01:10:11 PM:

> I think that you, Brian and I should talk internally (perhaps
> include Doug) on Monday to make sure we have identified and properly
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characterized the issues..... then we should talk to Chet together.

Bill's comment that we should stick with zero-out vs source
apportionment for PM contradicts his earlier statement in the first
meeting that we should update the contribution analysis using the
latest available data and tools. In the NOx SIPCall and CAIR, folks
depended on us to make recommendationg on AQ analysis data and
tools, but there were questions and push-backs on some aspects for
which we needed to provide a basis/justification for our
recommendations....which is OK by me.

Norm

Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US
10/24/2008 11:31 AM

To

Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Brian Timin/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

cc

Subject

Fw: notes from yesterday

I hope you both are just as concerned about having "filtered"
conversations about modeling and technical aspects here with Bill H

(and others for that matter). I plan to bring this up with Chet so
we can get some more effective and transparent process in place like

before. Please advise and/or stop me beforehand if you have other thoughts.

Tyler

————— Forwarded by Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US on 10/24/2008 11:26 AM

Tim Smith/RTP/USEPA/US
10/24/2008 11:25 AM

To

Steven Silverman/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Sonja Rodman/DC/USEPA/US@EPA,
Geoffrey Wilcox/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Jim Ketcham-
Colwill/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Ellen Kurlansky/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Carla
0ldham/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Rhea Jones/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Sam
Napolitano/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Brian Timin/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Jenny
Noonan/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Kelly Rimer/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Norm
Possiel /RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Peter South/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Kevin
Culligan/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Larry Kertcher/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Richard
Haeuber/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Tamara Saltman/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Bill
Harnett/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Rich Damberg/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Cristina
Fernandez/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Maria Pino/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Marilyn
Powers/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Dick Schutt/R4/USEPA/US@EPA, Lynorae
Benjamin/R4/USEPA/US@EPA, Steve Scofield/R4/USEPA/US@EPA, Todd
Hawes/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Michael Jay/R7/USEPA/US@EPA, Douglas
Aburano/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Adina Wiley/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Alison
Simcox/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Robert Mcconnell/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Kenneth
Fradkin/R2/USEPA/US@EPA, Joshua Tapp/R7/USEPA/US@EPA, Robert
Patrick/R7/USEPA/US@EPA, MarkA Smith/R7/USEPA/US@EPZA, Gavin
Lau/R2/USEPA/US@EPA, RobertJ Wayland/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Bill
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Maxwell/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Meg Victor/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Roy
Huntley/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

cc
Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Subject

notes from yesterday

Here are noteg from team meeting, and from later conversation with
Bill Harnett

[attachment "Notes from T Smith conversation with Bill H 10 23 08.
doc" deleted by Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US] [attachment "T Smith Summary
of 10 23 08 CAIR regional approaches team meeting.doc" deleted by
Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US]

Tim Smith

EPA/OAQPS Mail Code C539-04
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711
Phone 919 541 4718

Fax 919 541 0824

Overnight mail address:
EPA Mail Code C539-04

109 TW Alexander Drive
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709
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From:
To:

Co:

Norm

Re: Draft Reply on: Analytic blueprint issues related to modeling schedule |
Tyler #ox  io: Norm Possiel 01/27/2009 11:09 AM
Ce: Brian Timin, Douglas Solomon, Marc Houyoux

Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US

Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Brian Timin/RTR/USEPA/US@EPA, Douglas Solomon/RTPAUSEPA/USEEPA, Marc
Houyous/RTPJSEPAUS@EPA

Isn'tit important to hightlight that completion of the contribution analysis is dependent upon resolution of
the CAIR baseline issue with CAMD? Itis for 2012, right? That is a pretty important dependency for
scheduling purposes.

Thanks,

Tyler

Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US

All,

Norm
Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US To Brian Timin/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Marc
. Houyoux/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Douglas

01/27/2009 10:38 AM Solomon/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Tyler

Fox/RTRP/USEPA/US@EPA
cC
Subject Draft Reply on: Analytic blueprint issues related to modeling

schedule

Below in bold is a draft response to the questions posed by Tim. Please reply today/tomorrow with your
comments on this. I'd like to reply back to Tim by COB Wednesday.

Thanks,

Norm

---- Forwarded by Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US on 01/27/2009 08:59 AM ---—

Tim Smith/RTP/USEPA/US
01/26/2009 02:53 PM

To Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Brian
Timin/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Marc Houyoux@EPA
cc Douglas Solomon/RTRP/USEPA/US@EPA, Tyler
Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Subject Analytic blueprint issues related to modeling schedule

1. In the current version of the analytic blueprint for the CAIR replacement rule, the schedule calls for
“initial significant contribution analysis" for PM2.5 and ozone by July 31.  After discussing this some with
Brian, it seems likely that whether this is a realistic date depends on a number of factors (how many



zero-out runs? how many source apportionment runs? are we looking at the entire US? etc etc).

The current estimated dates for providing PM2.5 and ozone contribution modeling results are July 1
and July 31, respectively. These dates are "ball park” estimates based on State-level source
apportionment modeling for the East only and do not include a break-out of contributions by sector nor
any State-level zero-out confirmation runs. We need to do additional testing with the source
apportionment technique before we can provide a more refined estimate for this work. We estimate
that 10 confirmatory State zero-out runs could be done for PM2.5 by mid/late Sept and ozone by
mid/late November. We don't yet have a time estimate for doing sector-specific source apportionment
nor for contribution modeling in the West. Given the available computer resources and our run time
estimates, it is unlikely that contribution modeling for the West could be done in time to meet the
current schedule for the proposed rule.

At some point, it seems to me that some hard decisions may need to be made as to whether the rule is all
inclusive and takes longer, or whether the scope narrows and some things get done earlier.

Accordingly, would it be useful somewhere in the blueprint to tee up some of these issues? For example,
would it be useful to describe in some way how much can be done by July, what assumptions are needed
to make that a realistic date?

I think it would be useful to identify in Section VII. SCHEDULES the assumptions associated with the
timeline presented in this section. We can provide the assumptions for the AQ modeling milestones.

2. The next item on the schedule calls for "initial options analysis" by August 15.  Workgroup ideas for
options to be analyzed are listed elsewhere in the blueprint. It appears to me that modeling analysis
cannot be accomplished for all of the described options by August 15.  Accordingly, it may be useful for
you to articulate options and assumptions as to which of these options can be addressed within that time
period.

There are a number of different types of options identified in various sections of the blueprint. Some,
but perhaps not all, may need AQ modeling in one way or another. We need to have a better
understanding of the options in order to estimate the time/resource implications for analyzing them. In
this regard, it might be useful to have a discussion which will categorize the options as follows:

(1) AQ modeling is not needed to develop this option nor to evaluate the AQ impacts of the selected
option (i.e., no modeling needed),

(2) AQ modeling is not needed to develop this option, but will be needed to evaluate the AQ impacts of
the selected option,

(3) AQ modeling is needed to develop this option, but not to evaluate the AQ impacts of the selected
option, or

(4) AQ modeling is needed to both develop this option and evaluate the AQ impacts of the selected
option.

Let me know if these questions make sense or not. | think the more realistic understanding we provide
‘the workgroup and managers on what can be done, the better off we will be in the long run. Thanks

Tim Smith

EPA/OAQPS Mail Code C539-04
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711
Phone 919 541 4718

Fax 919 541 0824

Overnight mail address:
EPA Mail Code C539-04

109 TW Alexander Drive
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709



Fw: Transport Rule

Morm Possiel o) Tyler Fox 03/04/2010 05:59 PM
From: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

From: Richard Wayland/RTP/USEPA/US

To: Tim Smith/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, timin.brian@epa.gov, Bill
Harnett/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: 03/04/2010 05:56 PM

Subject: Fw: Transport Rule

Gina has been notified...

Richard A. "Chet" Wayland
Director, Air Quality Assessment Division
U.S. EPA Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards

(919) 541-4603 .
————— Forwarded by Richard Wayland/RTP/USEPA/US on 03/04/2010 05:56 PM -

From: Steve Page/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Richard Wayland/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 03/04/2010 05:52 PM
Subject: Fw: Transport Rule

fyi

~~~~~ Forwarded by Steve Page/RTP/USEPA/US on 03/04/2010 05:52 PM -----
From: Brian Mclean/DC/USEPA/US
To: Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Steve Page/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 03/04/2010 05:49 PM
Subject: Transport Rule

Gina,

The air quality modeling was completed for the Transport Rule, and yesterday, staff (from OAQPS, OAP,
and OGC) met to discuss the results. Although it still shows the air getting cleaner, the number of areas
that remain in nonattainment for the 24 hour PM2.5 standard is now more than just Pittsburgh--it appears
about 10 cities will not get to attainment. Essentially, the more sophisticated modeling shows that PM2.5
does not decline as much in the winter for a given amount of emissions reductions as the short form
modeling showed.

Yesterday, today and over the next few days staff are meeting to figure out exactly how to revise the
critical "significant contribution" explanation in the rule package.

| have discussed this with Steve, and we believe that this work is necessary and will require that we move
the FAR meeting (scheduled for Monday) and move the delivery date of the rule package to OMB by about
3 weeks, and that we will probably need to move the signature date as well. Steve and | and a few staff
could talk to you tomorrow to discuss this further and would like to have a more complete briefing with you
next Wednesday or Thursday on our proposal for changes to the rule package.

We are not happy with this news, but are working to move the package forward as quickly as possible.
)
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jf' ;“I‘; Re: Fw: Baton Rouge and TR Modeling |
AN Tyler Fox 1o Rhea Jones 07/12/2010 02:12 PM
dmaphrsssases, (¢ Brian Timin, Norm Possiel, Tim Smith

From: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US
To Rhea Jones/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Cao Brian Timin/RTP/USEPAUS@ERPA, Norm Possie/RTP/USEPAUS@EPA, Tim

Smith/RTHUSEPAUS@EPA

Rhea

Probably something that our divisions should discuss beforehand in terms of how to engage and resolve.
Clean data findings are based on monitoring data so if it is truly clean then not sure how our projected
modeling comes into play except for optics and politics. This issue was brought up early on and hoped
not triggered so lets be sure we in OAQPS have a uniform position per policy and modeling before talking
and advising Guy.

We can take time to explain that or send quick note about where that information is but that may not be the
right discussion. Recall that our base year is 2005 so that starting point rather than more recent ambient
data contributes to our projection here.

Thanks,
Tyler
" Rhea Jones ~ HiTyler, May | tell Guy that Brian or Norm could... ~ 07/12/2010 01:19:03 PM
From: Rhea Jones/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 07/12/2010 01:19 PM
Subject: Fw: Baton Rouge and TR Modeling
Hi Tyler,

May | tell Guy that Brian or Norm could help explain the modeling and the control assumptions included?

Rhea Jones, Group Leader

Geographic Strategies Group

US EPA Office of Air Quality, Planning and Standards
Air Quality Policy Division

MD C539-04

RTP, NC 27711

(919) 541-2940
----- Forwarded by Rhea Jones/RTP/USEPA/US on 07/12/2010 01:18 PM -----

From: Guy Donaldson/R6/USEPA/US
To: Adina Wiley/R6/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Brian Timin/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Michael Feldman/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Norm

Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Rhea Jones/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Sandra
Rennie/R6/USEPA/US@EPRA, Shannon Snyder/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Tim
Smith/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: 07/12/2010 01:09 PM

Subject: Re: Baton Rouge and TR Modeling




In particular, Louisiana has proposed as part of their Termination Determination that the area has attained
the last two years through permanent and enforceable reductions. The region was inclined o agree with
them but clearly the transport rule modeling seems to indicate otherwise.

Maybe Louisiana's SIP controls weren'tincluded. Maybe something else is going on but right now the
modeling and monitoring seem disconnected.

Baton Rouge and TR Modeling

Baton RouQe and TR Modeling

Rhea Jones, Tim Smith, Brian Timin,

; 07/09/2010 03:05 PM
Norm Possiel

Ading Wiley 1o

Ce: Sandra Rennie, Guy Donaldson, Shannon Snyder, Michael Feldman

Rhea/Tim/Brian/Norm - Not sure who should handle this question, so | am giving everyone a chance to
chime in. Please let me know who will be the point of contact for this issue.

The Transport Rule modeling predicts that Baton Rouge will be nonattainment for the 1997 8-hour ozone
standard, with or without the Transport Rule (see slides 17, 18, and 33 from the "TR presentation final -
with CAIR comparison slides.pptx).

This prediction contradicts the proposed clean data finding that Region 6 has issued for East Baton Rouge
Parish. Our clean data finding was based on monitoring data. Additionally, we will be proposing approval
of a determination to terminate section 185 fees based on permanent and enforceable emission
reductions in addition to clean data.

Region 6 and Louisiana need some assistance working through the modeling to understand the prediction
and how this impacts our clean data finding and the pending termination of section 185 fees.

Thanks in advance for your assistance,

Adina R. Wiley, Environmental Engineer
U.S. EPA Region 6

Air Permits Section (6PD-R)

1445 Ross Ave.

Dallas, TX 75202

(214) 665-2115

wiley.adina@epa.gov
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d?,’%‘: Re: Pls Review: Updated AQ Modeling/Timeline for TR1 Final {
A Tyler Fox  to: Norm Possiel 01/19/2011 03:30 PM
wssssnsssastan (0 Brian Timin, Kirk Baker, Marc Houyoux, Sharon Phillips

From: Tyler FOX/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Co Brian Timin/RTPIUSEPA/US@EPA, Kirk Baker/RTP/USEPAMUS@EPA, Marc

Houyoux/RTP/USERPAUS@ERA, Sharon Phillips/RTP/AUSEPAUS@EPA

Norm
I would go ahead and provide this to Chet to share with Sam along with the following notes:
+Suggest that he only provide slide 2 but not the more detailed timeline on slide 3.

+Summarize the things we are doing per overall workload to accomplish this effort per your first bullet
below under implications (and benefit of new system)

+Provide him with the bottomline information from below so he knows what has slipped but that we intend
to make it up (please put it in terms that he can repeat in providing to Sam).

Thanks,
Tyler
Norm Possiel Tyler, The attached file contains the updated TR 01/19/2011.02:36:10.PM
From: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Ce: Kirk Baker/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Sharon Phillips/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Marc
Houyoux/RTP/USEPA/US@ERPA, Brian Timin/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 01/19/2011 02:36 PM
Subject: Pls Review: Updated AQ Modeling/Timeline for TR1 Final
Tyler,

The attached file contains the updated TR1 AQ modeling milestones and timeline. Please review. ['ll
incorporate your comments before | send this to Chet.

Bottom Line:

- The milestone dates for identifying nonattainment/maintenance receptors and for providing the
contribution data and AQAT calibration factors to CAMD have slipped by two weeks compared to the
target dates in the original schedule. Note that the delay for these milestones would have been greater if
we did not have the additional CPUs on terra to reduce the overall model run time.

- The target date for completing AQ modeling for the 2014 final remedy (May 13) has not changed in the
new schedule because we will be able to make up for lost time by using the new computer.

We may want to suggest that Chet provide the updated milestones on slide 2 to Sam, but hold back the
detailed timeline on slide 3.

Implications for Other Projects:
- The timing of the TR1 runs will affect the sector tagging runs and the HD GHG runs. We've been able to



rearrange the HD GHG runs such that the final completion date won't change from what Sharon has
already "promised" to OTAQ. However, the results of the sector tagging runs....which Kirk had planned to
provide to HEID/SPPD in late Feb/early March, will likely be delayed until early/mid April.

Relevant Note of Caution:
- The CAMx test runs on terra are progressing....except for PM source apportionment which we've not yet
been able to run successfully (CSC, the NCC, and Kirk are working on finding a solution)

Norm

[attachment "Updated AQ Modeling Timeline for TR1 Final.pptx”" deleted by Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US]



Morm Possiel o Tyler Fox 02/28/2011 03:09 PM

From: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US

To Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Yes.

Tyler Fox So does this mean that avoiding the computer d... 02/28/2011 03:07:31 PM

From: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US

To: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: 02/28/2011 03:07 PM '

Subject: Re: Feb 28 Update on AQ Modeling for TR1 Final

So does this mean that avoiding the computer down time this weekend allowed us to get these critical
pieces done?

Tyler
Norm Possiel ~ Chet, Here's the fatest on the TR1 modeling and... 02/28/2011 03:01:44 PM
From: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Richard Wayland/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Marc Houyoux/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Brian
Timin/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Alison Eyth/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 02/28/2011 03:01 PM
Subject: Feb 28 Update on AQ Modeling for TR1 Final
Chet,

Here's the latest on the TR1 modeling and deliverables for CAMD.

1. We are working on the projected 2012 design values that will be used to identify the
nonattainment/maintenance receptors. We hope to brief you on the results on Wednesday, although we
might have to postpone this until later in the week.

2. The 2012 PM and Ozone source apportionment runs and the 2014 marginal cost run are done. (This
completes all the AQ model runs needed for applying AQAT)

- We are continuing to QA, post-process, and analyze the results

- Before sending the results to CAMD on March 14, we plan to brief you on (1) which States are "in"/"out"
for TR1 Final based on the 2012 modeling and (2) which-receptors, if any, remain as residual
nonattainment/maintenance sites based on the 2014 marginal cost modeling.

3. CSC has created the monthly State/sector emissions needed for the application of AQAT. Once | get
a reformatted version of the file from CSC | will send the data to CAMD.....expect that this will happen on
Wed/Thurs of this week....| will send via email to Jeb and cc you and Sam.

Let us know if you have any questions about the TR1 modeling.

Norm
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E{W Re: Fw: Followup from Modelling Conversation with Kate in Senator
A O Whitehouse's office [}
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8o ™ . .
waspbsssasan L vier Foxo tor Megan Brachtl 05/03/2011 08:26 PM
Cet Norm Possiel
From: Tyler Fox'RTP/USEPA/US
To Megan Brachtl/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Co: Norm Posstel/RTRAUSEPAUS@ERPA
Thanks

Sent by EPA Wireless E-Mail Services
Megan Brachtl

----- Original Message -----

From: Megan Brachtl

Sent: 05/03/2011 05:35 PM EDT

To: Tyler Fox

Cc: Norm Posgiel .

Subject: Re: Fw: Followup from Modelling Conversation with Kate in Senator
Whitehouse's office
Hi Tyler -- With a couple of tweaks suggested by Norm, you'll see | forwarded the final responses to Josh
just now.

Thank you to you and Norm for working with me on these!

Best,
Megan

Megan V. Brachtl

Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

tel: 202-564-0397

brachtl. megan@epa.gov

Tyler Fox Made some additional changes below and if goo... . 05/03/2011 05:19:55 PM
From: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Megan Brachtl/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/03/2011 05:19 PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Followup from Modelling Conversation with Kate in Senator Whitehouse's office

Made some additional changes below and if good by you both then lets send along.

Thanks,
Tyler
Megan Brachtl ~ Thanks, Tyler. While you were working on this,... - 05/03/2011 04:19:14 PV
From: Megan Brachtl/DC/USEPA/US
To: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Ce: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA



Date: 05/03/2011 04:19 PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Followup from Modelling Conversation with Kate in Senator Whitehouse's office

Thanks, Tyler. While you were working on this, Norm gave me a call and walked me through a few things
(thanks, Norm). | like what you've done. I've attempted to make it even simpler (and hopefully what I've
written is not complete fiction). How's this?

The analyses performed by States to determine how to meet their S02 and NOx emissions
budgets under the Transport Rule/CAIR are based on the predicted reductions from applying
control technologies to specific sources in their emissions inventories. Source apportionment
modeling was used in EPA's rulemaking process to assess the inter-state air quality
contributions for 03 and PM2.5, not SO2 and NOx emissions from particular sources within

the states.
Tyler Fox Megan Please see the response below with my... ~ 05/03/2011 03:10:35 PM
From: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Megan Brachtl/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/03/2011 03:10 PM '
Subject: Re: Fw: Followup from Modelling Conversation with Kate in Senator Whitehouse's office

Megan

Please see the response below with my addition that is underlined to see if that better addresses this
question. If so, then we are good to go.

Thanks,
Tyler
Norm Possiel ~ Tyler, Someone modified the response to. Q6. 1., ' ~05/03/2011 01:40:07 PM
From: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Ce: Megan Bracht/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/03/2011 01:40 PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Followup from Modelling Conversation with Kate in Senator Whitehouse's office
Tyler,

Someone modified the response to Q6. | assumed that this was done intentionally.

Here's essentially what we had in the previous version of the response to this question:

6. On a related note, would any of the state permitting agencies have done source
apportionment modeling? Didn’t they have to figure out under CAIR which sources to control,
to meet their budgets? '

The CAIR and Transport Rule State budgets are for SO2 and NOx emissions. The budgets are
not based ozone and PM2.5 concentrations nor source apportionment modeling of air quality.




Thus, the analyses performed by States to determine how to meet their S02 and NOx
emissions budgets under the Transport Rule have nothing to do with source apportionment
modeling are based on the predicted reductions from applying control technologies to specific
sources in their emissions inventories for SO2 and NOx.

Is more needed to respond to this question?

Norm
Tyler Fox ; Norm Per Q6, what do the states use in determi.. 05/03/2011 01:28:04 PM
From: Tyler FoX'RTP/USEPA/US
To: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Cce: Megan Brachtl/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/03/2011 01:28 PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Followup from Modelling Conversation with Kate in Senator Whitehouse's office
Norm

Per Q8, what do the states use in determining which sources to control? [ think that is the jist of the
question and not sure we address it adequately. Can we take a stab here?

Thanks,
Tyler
Norm Possiel Megan, In the email stream below | filled in the p... 05/03/2011 10:49:49 AM
From: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Megan Brachtl/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/03/2011 10:49 AM
Subject: Re: Fw: Followup from Modelling Conversation with Kate in Senator Whitehouse's office
Megan,

In the email stream below | filled in the placeholders added by Scott in the third paragraph of the response
to question 1. :

Let me know if you have any further questions about our responses.

Norm
Megan Brachti “HiNorm -- Hereyou go. Thanksl . 05/03/2011 09:34:14 AM
From: Megan Brachtl/DC/USEPA/US
To: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/03/2011 09:34 AM
Subject: Fw: Followup from Modelling Conversation with Kate in Senator Whitehouse's office

Hi Norm -- Here you go. Thanks!

Megan V. Brachtl



Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

tel: 202-

564-0397

brachtl.megan@epa.gov
----- Forwarded by Megan Brachtl/DC/USERPA/US on 05/03/2011 09:34 AM -~

From:
To:
Ce:

Date:
Subject:

Scott Mathias/RTP/USEPA/US

Megan Brachtl/DC/USEPA/US@EPA

Jan Cortelyou-Lee/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Richard Wayland/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Tyler
Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

04/29/2011 04:24 PM

Re: Fw: Followup from Modelling Conversation with Kate in Senator Whitehouse's office

see my edits below in RED

someone will need to clarify whether we are referring to the 1997 or 2008 ozone naags below in question
#1. isuspect that 1997 is what was intended but since these sentences could get taken out of context i.
wanted to be sure that we always are specific

Scott Mathias
Interim Director
U.S. EPA - Air Quality Policy Division

Phone:

919/541-5310

1. Maps showing Rl attainment status for SO2, PM, and ozone (understanding the chemistry is
a little more complex on ozone) in outgoing years.

We have projected concentrations of PM and ozone for 2012 and 2014 based on air quality
modeling performed for the proposed Transport Rule. We do not have praojections of the
attainment status for SO2.

For PM2.5, the ambient measurements of annual and daily average concentrations during the
period 2003 through 2007 at the four monitoring sites in Rhode Island (all in Providence)
indicate that Rhode Island is in attainment of the 1997 annual PM2.5 NAAQS and the 2006
daily PM2.5 NAAQS. Our projections of annual and daily PM2.5 for the future indicates the
Rhode Istand will remain in attainment of these NAAQS through 2014 and likely beyond.

For ozone, the ambient measurements during the period 2003 through 2007 at the three
monitoring sites in Rhode Island {Kent, Providence, and Washington counties) indicate that
violations of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS were measured at the sites in Kent and
Washington counties. More recent measurements, based data for 2007 through 2009,
indicate that Rhode Island is currently attaining the 1997 8-hour NAAQS. Our projections of
8-hour ozone for the future indicates the Rhode Island will remain in attainment of the 1997
NAAQS through 2014 and likely beyond.

2. CATR modeling, showing impacts on Rl from upwind states/sources (it sounded like EPA
might not have source apportionment data but would at least know which states are causing

nonattainment in Ri).

Our modeling projects that all monitoring sites in Rhode island will remain in attainment in



the future for the 1997 ozone and annual PM2.5 NAAQS and the 2006 daily PM2.5 NAAQS.
The source apportionment modeling for the Transport Rule was performed for the 2012
future base case scenario. We do not have source apportionment data indicating which
States are causing nonattainment in Rhode Island since we project that there will be no future
nonattianment problems in Rhode Island for these NAAQS.

We do have source apportionment modeling which quantifies the contributions from upwind
States to the projected attainment air quality in Rhode Island. The contributions to 8-hour
ozone, annual PM2.5, and daily PM2.5 can be found at the following web site:
hitp://www.epa.gov/airquality/transport/tech.html in the file named: Air Quality
Contributions Data File (Excel).

3. Then, I had something in my notes that said “monitoring sites in Rl (03 or PM) —appendix? |
hope the modelers can remember what someone said could be found in the appendix of a
report!

Appendix G in the Transport Rule Proposal Air Quality Modeling Technical Support Document
contains maps showing the expected reductions in ozone, annual PM2.5, and daily PM2.5 by
county in 2014 due to the SO2 and NOx emissions reductions from the Transport Rule. This
document can be obtained at the following web site:
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/transport/tech.html in the file named: Air Quality Modeling
(PDF).

4. Then, i know EPA said it has not done source apportionment data but my understanding of
how you run the future base case scenarios is that you look out a certain number of years if
nothing happened (business as usual), and if CATR for instance was implemented. What
changes in the modeling runs, then, must be that certain sources are controlled, yes?

Our modeling projects air quality for a future base case scenario and a future case with
conirols expected from the implementation of the Transport Rule. Emissions reductions are
applied to specific sources for the control case modeling. However, our modeling for the
Transport Rule does not track the impacts on air quality of controls at each source separately.
Rather, our modeling, like the real atmosphere mixes the emissions and calculates the
aggregate net impacts on air quality of the emissions reductions modeled.

5. Sois there a way to describe which sources the model assumes will be controlled under
CATR, in the states that contribute significantly to nonattainment in RI?

The control case emissions data which we use for our modeling does contain information
about the control technologies that are applied to individual sources. So, it is possible to
identify which sources are controiled in specific States for the Transport Rule. However,
since we are projecting Rhode Island to continue to be in attainment there are no States
which contribute to nonattainment in Rhode Island.

6. On arelated note, would any of the state permitting agencies have done source
apportionment modeling? Didn’t they have to figure out under CAIR which sources to control,
to meet their budgets?



The CAIR and Transport Rule State budgets are for 502 and NOx emissions, not for ozone and
PM2.5 concentrations.



Fw: Pls Review: Briefing for Senate EPW Rs on EPA modeling

Morm Possigl to: Tyler Fox 08/12/2011 02:40 PM
From: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Tyler Fox/'RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Any comments?

From: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US

To: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Cer Kirk Baker/RTP/USEPA/US@EFA

Date; 08/11/2011 12:15 PM

Subject: Pls Review: Briefing for Senate EPW Rs on EPA modeling
Tyler,

Here's a first draft of the briefing for EPW on AQ modeling that Kirk and | have put together. Please reply
with your comments/suggestions.

Air Quality Modeling_ MATS & CSAPR_v3.pptx

FYI, here's the draft briefing on IPM from CAMD.

Senate EPW IPM and Power Sector Regs 0811_v2.ppt

Norm

From: Richard Wayland/RTP/USEPA/US

To: Tyler FoX/'RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Ce: Kirk Baker/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA-
Date: 08/08/2011 04:32 PM

Subject: Re: Fw: Confirming details re: briefings for Senate EPW Rs on EPA modeling

Not sure what's behind all this, but they still want me to do the briefing and prefer that | go up in person.
Soooo... if you guys can put a air quality modeling 102 (not 101... a little more details) briefing with some
slides on what we did for CSAPR and MATS (esp. source apportionment in general terms) that would be

helpful.

Looks like it will be scheduled for next Thursday 8/18, so probably need the briefing no later than Monday
to be able to get cleared by PACS and DC to send over to the Hill.

Thanks.
Chet



Richard A, "Chet” Way bl

Director, Air Quality Assessmert Division

.S EP A Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards
Mail Code C304-02,RTP, NG 27711

Phone: (91815414603, Cell: (919) 606-0548

Tyler Fox ~ Chet Thanks for the details here and agree thati..  08/08/2011 03:00:28 PM
From: Tyler Fox/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Richard Wayland/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Ce: Norm Possiel/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Kirk Baker/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 08/08/2011 03:00 PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Confirming details re: briefings for Senate EPW Rs on EPA modeling
Chet

Thanks for the details here and agree that it would seem best for Norm to present and for us to include
Kirk and use of CMAQ for MATS rule given that it is included here and likely spills over into Mercury
modeling.

| will talk with Norm once he gets back in the office on Weds and we can pull together the materials and
determine the who later.

Tyler
Richard Wayland See the note below. from Josh... if you can get m.. 08/08/2011 02:57:18 PM
Lori Stewart ~ lamouton leave the week of August 15. | belie..  08/04/2011 05:42:41 PM
Lorie Schmidt 18th and 17th (in that order) would be bestform...  08/04/2011 05:27:36 PM
Alison Davis We are checking on schedules forone of our fol... - 08/04/2011:05:16:19 PM
Jeb Stenhouse HiJosh - thanks, after your email and after talkin... 08/04/2011 05:08:24 PM
Josh Lewis ~ Thanks Jeb, and sorry for the confusion. In talki... 08/04/2011 11:31:38 AM
Jeb Stenhouse HiJosh, We're considering how to staff these bri... 08/03/201104:57:24 PM

Josh Lewis Lori/ideb/Tyler/Bryan: Sending this to the 4 of yo:. 08/02/2011:10:10:15 AM
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